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REMARKS 

Reconsideration and allowance in view of the foregoing amendment and the follo wing 
remarks are respectfully requested. 

Applicant has amended ihe specification as required. 

iUjeetra o <?f Claims 1,8 and 13-14 Under 35 U.S.C. §103<a) 

The Ofilce Action rejects claims 1. 8 and 13-14 under 35 Il.S.C. § 1 03* a 1 as being 
unpatentable over Reynar el al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,581.033} ("Reynar et a!."} in view of Haddock 
{U.S. Patent No. 5.983.187} ("Haddock' 5 }. Applicant respectfully traverses this rejection and 
submits that one of skill in. ilie art would not be motivated to combine these references and 
furthermore even if combined these references would tail to teach each claim 1 invitation. 

We first discuss claim 1 . Applicant traverses the combination of these references but 
next analyzes the rejection as though it were appropriate to combine Reynar et al. with Haddock. 

„ V ^e T iN gei^' <U "1 ^ V; M .d.es o \'<>huSv\ C c ^ 
associated with til ling in a plurality of data fields is taught at column 8, line 25 through column 
v.. line 20 of Reynar ei al. Applicant respectfully traverses this analysis and notes that this 
portion of Reynar et al fails to teach anything regarding It King in a plurality of data fields. 
Applicant notes in column 7.. lines 40-41 that when Reynar et al. teach the overview of their 
program modules, they disclose the context of correcting speech recognition mode errors that can 
result when "speech is input to an application program 1 38, such as a word processor." 
Accordingly, Applicant simply submits that the context and teachings of Reynar el at. relate to 
providing data into a document. What is taught is a word processor such as. for example. 
Microsoll Wojd, wherein a user is simply speaking and the text is being inserted into an 
app'^aiH'-.i priori, Irs ?eacnjng is found throughout the cited portion of Reynar el al. and 
throughout Reynar et ai. in general. For 'example, column 9, lines 1 and 2 teach how results are 
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passed to an application program 138 for "input into the document." Similarly, column % linos 
8- IU leach that the results from an alternate processor arc called to the application program for 
input si into the document.'" Similarly, column 9, lines 1 6-20 teach that if the user chooses an 
alternate form of dictation then the application program can replace the dictation with the chosen 
candidate and the chosen candidate is ''input into the document/' Column 8, lines 28-30 also 
make reference tor the results being input into the document. Applicant respectfully submits that 
what is taught in Reynar et ai is not the same thing as is recited in claim i. Applicant can 
simply i md no reference to filling in a. plurality of data fields in Reynar et ai. Accordingly, 
Applicant would submit that for tins reason, the combination of Reynar et ai. and Haddock tail to 
teach each limitation of claim 1, 

Furthermore, the Office Action equates the step of concatenating the plurality of lattices 
into a single concatenated lattice with the teachings of Reynar et al. found at column 8, lines 32- 
54. Applicant notes thai this portion of Reynar et. ai. merely teaches taking ''lattices representing 
adjacent pieces of text can be combined into a larger lattice through a process known as 
concatenation''. Thk process taught by Reynar et ai. does not teach the same thing as is recited 
in claim 1 . The plurality of lattices for received speech utterances in claim 1 must be associated 
with the filling in of a plurality of user selected data fields in a user interface. Then, those 
lattices are concatenated into a single concatenated lattice. The Office Action equates lattices 
generated simply from adjacent pieces of text that are concatenated together to form a larger 
lattice with the claimed lattices that are not from adjacent pieces of text but are from a plurality 
of user selected data fields. Applicant traverses the analysis of the Office Action because it 
ignores the clear limitations recited in claim I regarding what the generated plurality of lattices 
represents. The claims plurality of lattices are not generated simply from adjacent pieces of text 
but are generated for received speech utterances associated in filling in a plurality of user 



selected data fields in a user database. Accordingly, Applicant submits that the Office Action is 
incorrect in equating the recited concatenation process with the concatenation taught in column H 

of Reynar et al. 

It then follows thai the Office Action, is incorrect when it equates applying at least one 
language model to the Single concatenated lattice in order to determine relationships between the 
plurality of lattices with the teachings in Reynar et ah at column 8, lines 1-17 and 33-54, 
Because, again as mentioned above, the plurality of lattices taught in Reynar et a!, merely relate- 
to adjacent pieces of text which are provided for entry into a document that they are not t he same 
plurality of lattices that are recited in claim 1 which must be associated with the filling in of a 
plurality of user selected data fields. Accordingly, the step of applying at least one language 
model to the single concatenated lattice differs in claim 1 from Reynar et al. because the 
concatenated lattice in Reynar et al. is a lattice that represents a different structure and a different 
approach from the single concatenated lattice recited in claim 1 . Accordingly, Applicant would 
respectfully sub-mi? that claim 1 is therefore patentable over the combination of references. 

Skniku-.lv, for the same reasons set forth above, Applicant would submit that claims 8 and 
14 are also patentable over the combination of references. 

Claims 2-7 depend from claim 1, claims 9-13 v et e 1 1 I )r v « m ^ <s»j ^ , i r , o 
depend from claim 14. These dependent claims are a«v> \ &.„ o c ^v. na nc»» 
parent claims are patentable. 

We now turn to address the Issue of whether b > <ij p p* S * >< •> ^ K s e 1 e- vfe uuts. 
To establish & prima facie case of obviousness, die Evame "m , k.tfv ^su, i s 
there must be some motivation or suggestion, cither in t *c*vK » v <. UoJsOn \ r 
knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skil in K «. . o u>i i. b' 'csoei 
Second,, there must be a reasonable expectation of s«uvs> ^ « ' ^ U i e v «v etc >ve> 
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muss, teach or suggest all die claim limitations. The Examiner bears the initial burden of 
providing some suggestion of the desirability of doing what the inventor has done. "To support, 
the conclusion that the claimed invention is directed tu obvious subject matter, either the 
references must expressly or impliedly suggest the claimed invention or the examiner must 
present a convincing line of reasoning as to why the artisan would have found the claimed 
invention to have been obvious in light of the teachings of the references." MPEP 2142. 

If the proposed modification or combination of the prior art would change the principle of 
operation of the prior art invention being modified, then the teachings of the references are not 
sufficient to render the claims prima Jack obvious, in re Rani, 270 F.2dS 10, 123 VSl'Q 349 
(CCPA 1959). MPEP 2143.01.. 

Furthermore, iftlie examiner determines there is factual support for rejecting the claimed 
Invention under 35 U.S.C, 103, the examiner must then consider any evidence supporting the 
patentability of the claimed invention, such as any evidence in the specification or any other 
evidence submitted by the applicant. The ultimate determination of patentability is based on the 
entire record, by a preponderance of evidence, with due consideration to the persuasiveness of 
any arguments and any secondary evidence, bt re. Oetiker. 977 F.2d 1443. 24 USPQ2d 1443 
(Fed. Cir. 1992). The legal standard of "a preponderance of evidence" requires the evidence to be 
more convincing than the evidence which is offered in opposition to it. With regard to rejections 
under 33 U.S.C. 103 , the examiner must provide evidence which as a whole shows that the legal 
determination sought to be proved {i.e., the reference teachings establish a prima Jack case of 
obviousness) is more probable than not. MPEP 2142. 

The test for obviousness is what the combined teachings of the references would have 
suggested to one of ordinary skill in the art, and all teachings in the prior art must be considered 
to the extent that they are in analogous arts. Where the teachings of two or more prior art 
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lesuvnces coml el, the examiner must weigh, the- power of each ref erence to suggest solutions to 
oris. \u\ '--dinar, tkili in the art, considering the degree to which one reference might accurately 
dksort-dn another. In m Young, 927 F.2d 588, 18 USFQ2d 1089 (Fed. Cir. 1991). MPEP 2143.01, 

The mere fact that references can be combined or modified does not render the resultant 
combination obvious unless the prior art also suggests the desirability of the combination, h re 
Wlx, 916 F.2d o80. 16 USFQ2d 1430 (Fed. Cir. 1990). 

Applicant acknowledges that the (Hike Action accurately accepts the fact that Reynar et 
ai. ta.tl to teach that the data fields are user selected in the user interlace. However, the Office 
Action asserts that it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Reynar et aL's method when it teaches tilling in a plurality of data fields in a 
user interface a? taught by Haddock to provide an interaction technique which allows structure 
and some content ?o be extracted. Thus, making it easier to review and integrate with other data. 
Applicant respectfully traverses this analysis because, as noted above, Reynar et ai. fail to teach 
filling in plurality of data fields for teaching filling in a plurality of data fields in a user interlace. 
Therefore, the characterization of what Reynar et ai. teach on page 4 of the Oi'ike Action is 
nusph iiLucunue H;rdvrm-n\\ \ppiionn- respectfully tmverw^ the reasoning that the ODiee 
Action articulates for supporting the idea that one of skid in the art would find it obvious to 
combme these references, namely that it. would allow structure and some content to be extracted 
and make it easier to review and integrate with oilier data. Applicant traverses this because 
clearly, as introduced above, Reynar et ah teach a method for correcting speech recognition 
mode errors "in a document.'" Again this is in the context of providing speech, wherein the input 
speech, goes into an application program such as a word processor where the user switches 
between a speech recognition mode and a command mode. Accordingly, correcting such speech 
recognition mode errors is the object and purpose of the teachings of Reynar et ai. In contrast to 
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this. Haddock teaches a method for .storing and accessing speech data preferably for pocket size 
products which allow users to capture and store, speech data in digital form and to play back 
voice messages. An example of how Haddock works is found in column 4, lines 23-3-4. In this 
example, i!" the user if driving home and overtaken by a truck that has useful contact information 
about the business associated with the track, the user could record upon voice memo using a 
system according to the invention. v The phonebook entry.. ..business number is 408 ^2? 
63 53.... name is Hamilton and Co. Removals . . .. comment is the truck says something about extra 
heavy items being a specialty, could get thai piano shipped at last". Accordingly, what Haddock 
Leaches is recognizing key words such as phonebook entry, business number is and so forth and 
it provides some structure to the content which makes it easier to review and record One reason 
one of skill in the art would not be motivated to combine these references is that trying to 
combine the functionality of both of these references would be ultimately too complex for the 
state of the an of speech recognition. For example, combining Reynar et al.'s teachings with 
Haddock would require recognizing commands from given speech input such as "delete this 
word", and key word recognition such as "name is 5 ' or "home number is" or "business number 
: .-.s wef >.s e.^d-'ine speech that h~ inu.-rdv.-d to he ree.Tv.led Accordingly Anpheani 
respectfully submits that one of skill in the an would recognize the complexities involved in 
trying m do to many functions with speech recognition such that one of skill in the art would not 
v o i oe , N ~* ac rose u d ?ls 

v. v vs « at Uai js > U 'i oi\ 'u u o» «. vtner are rejected based on the 
<. i j > \ ii et ' -h ad A \v,v.o«dj uh. . .\ppiicant respectluiiv submits that 

\^ v. ! S t L .M't . ! ^ ^tJ ! n , 1 Kj 4i i L U^v. t v.\ . <> >v v * S*. L 10 X < » t 

u> ~ \ < t x ak v w Ii idat i I * f 1 Revnar et al 
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Rejection of Clai ms 2, 6-7, 9, 11 and if* Und er 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) 

The Oi Ike Action rejects claims 2. 6-7, 9. i 1 and 16 under > I *» < N <\i>\* i 
unpatentable over Reynar et a!, in view of Haddock and further in v..^ K - } k . f ' ^ 
Patent Publication No. 2002/0052 7*1 2) ('"Thrasher et a!." 5 }. Applicant n s t \u\* \\ 
parent claims are patentable thai claims 2, 6-7, 9, j 1 and 16 are patentable a.s well. 
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CONCLUSION 

I la% Inu addressed all rejections and objection-*, .NppHeam re^Kvifuih submits tiut 
subject ;jpphe:Uion i.-s in condition t\>v alliance and t i Nutiee to that <„ v uarncsti} solicited. 
H'nuessars, the Commissioner tor Patents i? authorized to cha^e or credit the Isaacson, Ining. 
Stt'lacont' & Frass, LLC, Acctmni No. 50-2960 tor m\ deftcic ne\ "i mer^n^m. 



Respectfully submitted, 



<, os>cv^-^ r ^- Thomas M. Isaacson 
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